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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Favorable reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested. 
Claims 16-42 are pending in this application. Claims 16 and 31 were objected to for 
informalities. Claims 18, 19, 33, and 34 were objected to for informalities. Claims 16-19, 
21-34, and 36-42 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by U.S. patent 
5,31 1,540 to Pocholle et al. (herein "PochoUe"). Claims 16-19, 22-34, and 37-42 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as anticipated by U.S. patent 6,636,678 to Bendett et al. 
(herein " Bendett "). 

Addressing first the objections to claims 16, 18, 19, 31, 33, and 34, those objections 
are traversed by the present response. 

First, claims 16 and 37 are amended as suggested in the Office Action. Further, 
claims 18, 19, 33, and 34 are amended to no longer recite "a section of, but to instead recite 
" an area of an input face of the one or more doped zones. . . an area of a fundamental mode of 
the optical cavity". That language is believed to be clear as there is nothing relative about an 
input face having a specific area or a fundamental mode having a specific area. 

Addressing now the rejection of claims 16-19, 21-34, and 36-42 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as anticipated by Pocholle, that rejection is traversed by the present response. 

It is initially noted that each of independent claims 16 and 3 1 is amended by the 
present response to clarify features recited therein. Specifically, those claims now clarify that 
the one or more non-homogeneously doped zones formed in the active lasing medium are 
"surrounded by a non-doped region forming a remainder of the active lasing medium and that 
has practically no dopant or no dopant at all". That subject matter is fully supported by the 
original specification, for example in Figure 2 and at page 7, lines 1-5. 

According to a structure clarified in the claims, and with reference to Figure 2 in the 
present specification as a non-limiting example, an active lasing medium 3 includes a region 
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8 that is a doped region, and in the non-Umiting embodiment of Figure 2 is a central doped 
region, surrounded by a non-doped region 9, which in non-limiting the embodiment of Figure 
2 is a peripheral region 9. The structure clarified in the claims is believed to clearly, 
distinguish over the applied art. 

With respect to the above-noted structure of an active lasing medivmi having non- 
homogeneously doped zones and a non-doped region, the outstanding Office Action notes 
PochoUe discloses at column 4, lines 26-32 that "there are inaccuracies in the production of 
the desired dimensions and there are inhomogeneities in the materials, the doping, etc., which 
lead to xmpredictable relative phase modifications in the propagated waves". Applicants 
submit that disclosure in PochoUe is unrelated to the claimed features. 

Independent claims 16 and 31 positively recite a structure in which an active lasing 
medium includes two different zones, a non-homogeneously doped zone and a non-doped 
region. Clearly such features in claims 16 and 3 1 set forth specific zones or regions, such as 
shown as a non-limiting example in Figure 2 in the present specification. 

The noted disclosure in PochoUe does not teach or suggest providing any structure in 
an active lasing medium to include delineated one or more non-homogeneously doped zones 
and a non-doped region. PochoUe at column 4, lines 26-32 merely indicates that inherent 
inhomogeneities may occur in dopings. However, such teachings in PochoUe do not address 
any features such as recited in claims 16 and 3 1 in which an active lasing medium includes 
two separately defined zones or regions. 

In such ways, clearly independent claims 16 and 31, and the claims dependent 
therefrom, distinguish over the teachings in PochoUe . 

Applicants also respectfully submit that the outsteinding Office Action improperly 
does not even address many features recited in certain of the dependent claims. 
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For example dependant claim 1 7 specifically recites that one or more of the doped 
zones "is a doped zone positioned substantially centrally in the active lasing medium". That 
feature clearly distinguishes over Pocholle and there is nothing inherent in PochoUe to teach 
such features. Applicants again note that Pocholle merely broadly discloses that an 
inhomogeneity in doping may occur, but that clearly does not indicate that a centrally 
positioned doped zone can arise. 

The features of claim 18 also are not inherent in any portion of Pocholle and the 
outstanding Office Action has made no indication as to how such features are inherent. 

Claim 20 recites a structure in which the active lasing medium includes "a non-doped 
central zone surrounded by a doped peripheral zone", which structure also clearly 
distinguishes over Pocholle for similar reasons as discussed above. 

Further, dependent claim 21 recites "wherein the one or more doped zones has a 
parallelepiped or circular or elliptical shape". In that respect the outstanding Office Action 
notes Figures 3 and 5 of Pocholle ; but those teachings are completely irrelevant and do not 
teach or suggest the shape of any type of doped zone. 

Further, other of the dependent claims recite further features neither taught nor 
suggested by Pocholle , and it is clear the outstanding Office Action is not even properly 
considering such features. 

In such ways, each of amended independent claims 16 and 3 1 , and the claims 
dependent therefrom, clearly distinguish over the teachings in Pocholle . 

With respect to independent claim 27, the outstanding Office Action states 
"[r]egarding claim 27-29, the method of forming a device is not germane to the issue of 
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patentability of the device itself. Therefore, the rejection used against the device, stands for 
the method as well".^ 

The above-noted basis for the rejection of claim 27 is not at all understood as claim 27 
is directed to a method of manufacturing an active medium. Claim 27 is not attempting to 
patent a device, but instead is directed to the method of manufacturing an active medium. It 
appears the outstanding Office Action is misinterpreting claims 27-29 as directed to a 
"product by process" claim, but that is not the case. Claims 27-29 are directed to a specific 
method that has improperly not been considered in the Office Action. It is clear that claims 
27-29 also clearly distinguish over the teachings of Pocholle . 

Addressing now the rejection of claims 16-19, 22-34 and 37-42 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as anticipated by Bendett. that rejection is traversed by the present response. 

Bendett is deficient similarly for the reasons discussed above with respect to Pocholle . 
More particularly, with respect to independent claims 16 and 27, Bendett does not disclose 
any structure of "one or more non-homogeneously doped zones formed in the active lasing 
medium, and surrovmded by a non-doped region forming a remainder of the active lasing 
medium and that has practically no dopant or no dopant at all". 

To address the above-noted feature the outstanding Office Action cites Bendett at 
column 12, line 64-column 13, line 13.^ 

The above-noted basis for the rejection is not at all understood as at the noted portion 
Bendett discloses wave guide lasers in glasses "doped with particular materials". However 
Bendett at that portion does not disclose any specific structure in which the doping is 
delineated into "one or more non-homogeneously doped zones", which in tum are 

* Office Action of December 5, 2003, page 6, first paragraph. 

^ Office Action of December 5, 2003, page 6, lines 6-7 of prenumbered paragraph 7. 
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surrounded by a non-doped region forming a remainder of the active lasing medium and that 



has practically no dopant or no dopant at all", as now more clearly recited in independent 
claims 16 and 31. 

Thus, independent claims 16 and 31, and the claims dependent therefrom, also clearly 
distinguish over the teachings in Bendett . 

Further, the dependent claims further distinguish over the applied teachings in Bendett 
for similar reasons as discussed above with respect to the teachings of PochoUe, and clearly 
the features in the dependent claims have not been properly considered in the Office Action. 

Also, claims 27-29 clearly distinguish over the teachings in Bendett for similar 
reasons as discussed above with PochoUe . and again particularly as the method steps 
positively recited in claims 27-29 are apparently being misinterpreted as "product by process" 
features, when that is not the case. 

In such ways, each of the pending claims also clearly distinguishes over the teachings 
in Bendett . 

As no other issues are pending in this application, it is respectfully submitted that the 
present application is now in condition for allowance, and it is hereby respectfully requested 
that this case be passed to issue. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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